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the gtate for support of private higher educgfion, policymakers need
to know the, public policy juétlflcathp of such support. The factors
which hpuld determine spublic policy with respect to support for
independent hlgher education can be divided into four broad , :
questions: Is the existence or\surv1va1 of these institutions a
‘matter of state concern? Is the: quallty of these institutions a .
matter of state concern? Are the fuuctions of these instituticns a
matter of state:-concern? And’'are the purposes of these 1nst1tut10ns a -
matter ‘of state concern? Oncg these questlons are ansvered, the
.question of how such- support should .be given Jay be answered This
can be.divided into the following areas: aid provided directly to
students, and aid provided ‘directly or indirectly to institutions.
Tables are included that specify the-limitations of each form of aid
and the states €mploying each form. State policy should be made with
an understandlng of federal policy, so-that state programs may be
designed to uqu coope;atz& 19 with, and take advantage of, federal
programs. The 'final sectioniincludes a list of options f6r state
policy Hltb respect “tor 1ndep$ndent hlgher educatlon.w(Au hor/PG)
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INTRODUCTIONl

For nearly two hundred §ears, the history of higher educatioﬁ in the
Upited States was essentially the history of indepqugnt institutions. Though
state colleges and universities were founded as early as the last decade of
the-eighteenth centur& (in North Carolina, Georgia, Vermont and Tenneésee, for
instance), the real impetus for growth and developﬁent of.thé public
institutions came with the p;ssage of the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862. So
from the founding of Har;ard iﬁ 1636 until ﬁhevmid—eighteen hundreds, the

shape and direction of higher education was determined nrlmarily by prlv&te

" institutions. Brubacher and Rudy p01nt out that "by the coming of the Civil

War, 182'permanent collegeS‘and universities had been founded in‘the United

States." (1968, p. 61) Only a few of these‘were'public.

2

lDuring the preparation of this report, I spoke with a number of people
whose help I wish to gratefully acknowledge: <Charles H. Wilson of Wllllams,'

"Connolly and Califano; Elden Smith and Sam McGill of the Association of’ Ameri-

can Colleges; Gus Mellander New Jersey Board of Higher Education; Robert
Bokleman, Connecticut Board of Higher Education; Joseph Kane of the American’
Jesuit Colle es and Universities; Charles Whelan, S.J., of Fordham University;

_W1lllam Fuller, University of ‘the State of New York; Richard Lewis, University

of Hartford; \David Mathieson, Educat1onal Policy Research Center at Syracuse
Unlver31ty,,/pd Aims McGuiness of University of Maine. Thanks to the Statée of
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An understanding of this is important to our discussion. Becéuse edu-
>ation beyond the secondary échoél was performed predominantl& in indeéendent
institutions until quite recently, the public service functions of higher e&u-
cation were being performed largely by private inétitutions, (That much of

the activity of higher education is public service is emphasized by tge/Carneﬁf

. N .
gie Commission's discussion in The Purposes and the Performance of Higher Edu-

cation in the United States (Carnegie Commission, 1974) ). The fact of consider-

¢

able and diverse stafe support of privaﬁe higher education from colonial times.
seems both to recqgnize‘anq‘éckﬁoQgFAge_this public service function. Nelsah
(1973, p. 63) points out that ”state assistance through direct and indirect
formé?wag largely responsiﬁle for the survival .of all colleges founded(éuring
the Americgn colonial pgriod and count;eés o@hers founded since the Rerlufion.V
Thus, the plea bf.Edward Everett, Presidenf of Harvard, for financial assistance
from the State of Massachusetts, in 1848, is baee& upon both the principle that
higher education is public service, and that priwvate higher education equally

performs this service with public institutions (Hofstgdtg?;apd]Smith,.Vol.~l,.mumm~nww

). R s o

The late nineteenth century was a period of decline for the fortunes of
R ,

higher education in the United Statés, and, in particulér, a time of adversity

Moritana  Commission on Post Secondary Education, and especially the Director,
Pat Callan, for the opportunity te do this»paper.' Special thanxs to Esther
Clark for excellent typing and de-toding, and Norm Kaufman for preparation of
several tables. A number of-assoclations and offices were generous in furnish-
ing material. Special thanks to Jane Porter at Educational Testing Service;
Sarah Kirchen of Congressman Don Edwards' office; and Nancy Breve of the Edu-
cation Commission of the States (for permission to reproduce their excellent
listing of programs of state support for Private Higher Education).
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for private higher -education. Veysey describes this situation:

In fact, .the American ‘college, with more than two centures of
history already behind it, now found itself in deepening dif-
ficulty. Ever since the Jacksonian period, college enroll-
ment has remained static amid a growing national population.
In the years after 1865 these discouraging figures drew more
and iore notice within academic circles. During the 1870's
attendance at twenty of the "oldest leading colleges" rose
only 3.5 percent, while the nation's population soared 23 per-
cent. In 1885 less than a quarter of all American Congress-
men were college gradvates, as compared with 38 percent ten <
years earlier (veysey, 1970, p. . 4).

However complex the factors involveq;;g,this decline, we know'tpét it sharply

,,affeoted privatelinstitotions, ané/that eighty pércént of those founded before

the Civil War failed to survive (Brubacher and Rudy, 1968, p. §l6)u

, If the era following the Civil War represented a first great crisis
for private highér education in the United States, the.present timg is the
second. The quantitative deyelOpment'of public higoer“eduCation‘was olow. For
nearly a century after the Morrill Act spurred'developmént of state colleges
and uhi&ersities, privatg“iostiputions“continued to.enroll-the majority'of"”

.G;é. college students. Between 1951:and 1952, however, that situation reversed
(See Table 1). The necessity to absorb some million veterans of World War II,
as well as the anticipation of dramatic increase in college-age ﬁopulation be-~

. ginning in the late fifties, and the increasing college going rates of high sehool~
graduates--these factors forced a rapid and substantial expansion of public

higher educatlon which (as evident from Table 1) in a short period of time made

it by far the dominant factor in U.S. highef'eduoatioh. In 1950, private col-

ieges and universities had enrolled 50.7 percent'of 6 8. college students By

1971, their share was 25.7 pércent. In absolute numbers, of course, both public

and private higher education had grown; but the major-share of expansion was in

-e



Table 1

Enrollment in ingtitutions of higher education, by control of ingtitution
Unlted States, biennial years 1947 to 1971 actual fall enrcllments and
, " “projected enrollments, 1973 to 1981

 Enrollment by Control of Institution

11,108,000
)

Year Total Public Private
1947 2,338,226 1,152,377 1,185,849
1949 © 2,44k 900 1,207,151 1,237,749
1951 2,101,962 1,037,938 1,064,024
1953 © 2,231,054 1,185,876 1,045,178
1955 2,653,034 1,476,282 1,176,752
1957 3,036,938 1,752,669 1,284,269
1959 3,36ﬁ,861 1,972,457 1,392,404
1961 3,860,643 2,328,912 1,531,731
1963 4 Lok ;626 2,848,454 1,646,172
1965 5,526,325 3,6éu,hh2 1,901,833
1967 6,392,000 4,349,000 2,043,000
1969 7,484,073 5,1k, 934 2,069,139
1971 8,116,103 6,013,93k 2,102,169
1?73 - 8,707,000 6,579,000 ' 2,128,000
1975 9,452,000 7,288,600 2,164,000
1977 10,128,6@0 7,943,000 2,185,000
1979 10,678,000 8,492,000 é,186,ooo
1981 8,937,000 é,171,ooo

: SOURCE:' ‘National Center for Educational Statistics, Digest of Educational
' Statistics, 1972, p. 74; and, Projection of Educational Ststistics
7/ to 1981—8 1972.edition, p. 2)1 ‘
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the public sector:
) . But the enrollment problem for, private institutions is not simply a
decl{ningAshare of total‘etudents. Presumably (even though fiscal health
lduring the sixt{es(was to some extent depeadert upon.sustained growth),
solvency could be achieved on a stable enrollment curve. But,.though 1971
fall enrollments shoe privace institutions approxihately eVeh uith the previous

year (-0.1 percent), whereas 1970 enrollment had increased 2.2 percent from

~ 1969, first time enrollment declined (between fall 1970 and fall 1971) 3.4 per-

-

cent (wédé, 1973)! And whe:eas higher education projections made in 1971
’(Simon, 1971) by the National Center for Educational Statistics shqﬁ-private
collegee'and universities susteining a slow growth until 1978, figures recently
developed by the Carnegie Commission for Higher Education show 1972 enrollment

in private hxgher education declining 2 9 percent from 1971, increa31ng slightly

in 1973, and decreasing slightly in 1974 (The Chronicle of Higher- Education,

Oct‘ l 1973) If projected dechnes in total hggher education enrollment begigﬁa>;wlwg

to occur before 1978 when they ere now predicted, it seems reason&ble to fear
"t hat prlvéte colleges and universities will sustain a dlsproportionate share of
that decline. (Proportlon of enrollmeet in private colleges varies greatly by
state. See Table 2?)
| The connection between enrellment and fiscal health of pfivete colleges
is clear; about f}ft&-nine percent cf total educatigﬁgl income of these insti-

tutions comes in the form of tuition (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,

1973, p. 22).




o ‘ Tuble 2

Student Enrollment in Higher Education by State,
Arranged in increasing order of Percent
Attending Private Institutions, Fall 1971

Total En- Type of Institutional Control % of Total Enrolled in

State . rollment Public Private ‘ Private Institution
‘Wyoming . 17,25; ‘17,257 | 000 0.0 ’
x Nevada . 15,065 | ‘1h,966 99 : 0.8
Arizona . 118,43k '1i6,178 » 2,256 1.9
North Dakota - 30,6L2 29,329 1;513 4.3
" New Mexico - 18,558 , ' Lk 575 3,963 - ~ 8.2
Alaska | 12,342 11;281 ! —T“;,o61' . - 8.6 !
lMéntgqa., 29,h21 26,765  n_“;,g;656 ; 9.0 K
Hawaii 40,466 36,690 3,776 - 9.3 |
cglifornia 1,304,134 1,169,733 133,716 / 10.3
Washington ’186,783 165,942 | 20,8&1_ . S 11.2 s
" Colorado 128,160 113,490 | 14,670 | 11.4
_;Oregonu. : 122,189 - .‘ 108,054 - - 1,135 . e 11.6°
" Mississippi 77,é8u : 68,195 . 9,086 11.8
‘Kansas © . 106,.495 93,073 13,422 12.6
‘Michigaq- 405,817 - j352,169 : 53,648 © T 13.2
+ Wisconsin 213,654 182,266 31,388 - h 1.7
i f‘-l‘)elawa re 27,70k 23,617 4,087 . \é.. ih. 8
' Alabana 111,305 9ks95 16,710 150
Louisiana 129,995 109,895 \220,100_ : . 15.5
Arkénsés S 53,72h- : 45,290 'lg,u3u o . 15.7
: Oklahoma ' *119,089 100,097 ' 152992 v// ' , o 15.9
. Texas - , : u63;261 ' 384,160 ' 79,&01/' | 17.1
Virginia " 163,554 134,987 : 28;5é§v | - 17.5
' Uﬁ?cl"irgiﬁia o ‘65,h75 | 53,586 117885; ‘ . ,1 18.2
ERIC |
PR
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Total En- Type of Institutional Control | ‘% pf Total Enrolled in

e

‘State | rollment ~Public Private . Private Institution
_Georgia 136,232" 110,866 25,366 o 18;6. |
Florida . 251,865 205,135 46,726 ©18.6
| Minnesota - 158,830 129,019 - 29,811 "~ 18.8
Kentucky | 104,798 84,617 - 20,181 19.3
“Maryland 158,892 127,663 31,229 | 119.7
~ Idaho o | 35,591 % 28,115 7,476 | 21.0
South Dakota 31,191 ‘2u,627” 6,56k - 21.0
Nebraska C 66,663 : 52,671 13,992 21.0
Ohio | 387,299 | 201,661 95,638 k U
Ténnessee - 1k2,061 “ © 105,94k 36,117 . o 25.4
Indiana ‘203,u81 . 148,938 5&,543 ; ... 26.8
North Carolina - 184,519 ‘13h,533' 49,986 ' - 27.1
Missouri 188,355 136,167 52,168 2714
Maine | 32,897 23,3561 | 1,336 28.4
Illinoiz : 473,404 | 336,203 137,201 T 25.0
" South Carolina 76,708 53,392 . 23,316 : 30.4
| Mew Jerse} ' 233,21k 16?,167 ' 71,047 - 30.5
Tows 111,109 - 71,479 39,630 - ©35.4
Utah © 83,228 51,253 31,975 384 ~
Connecticut . 129,505 78,152 . 51,353 +39.7
New York 826,103 491,193 334,910 . ‘ho.g
~ Pennsylvania 426,931 éu5,538 7 180,853 B N
- Rhode Island 48, 35k 26,727 21,627 L Wy
Vermont 24,173 13,351 10,822 : k.8
New Hampshire 36,06&‘ , 16,497 | 13,567 | - b5
Massachusetts 315,348 i 127,164 188,18h‘ ) 59.7

~~¢"7T:  Fall Enrollment in Higher Education, 1971.

. - 7- . | - | . ‘-



THE FISCAL CRISIS - - SR S

Failure to sustain or increase enrollments is not the only factor in-
vnlved in the.actuel or potential fiscalkproblems of private institutiens. A
report made to the Oregon Educational Coordinating Councii in 1968 concluded:
"The committee has carefully reviewed the general condition of these institu-

tions and has determined that they all share symptcms that if not corrected

could lead to a substantlal reduction in program quality and enrollment and
probably the closure of some institutlons. (State Assistance to Private and
Independent Higher Education in Oregon, 1968, p. 1) The report noted aggregate
defici?s among the statels private colleges aﬁd unieersities'of increading size,

13

beginning in 1964-65:

1964-65 $5803022 deficit
1965-66 539,531

1966-67 725,26
1967-68 1,082,140 "

An Illinois study bublished in 1969 yielded a similar conclusion. In

hls covering letter accompanvlng the *eport, cnhairman T.R.. NcConnell said:

The prlvate_lnstltutlons in Illlnols chare the insecurities of
most private colleges and universities in the nation. They
- face the virtusl certainty that the present small general sur-
plus of current revenue over expenditures wWill continue to de-
- 7, .eline and will turn into a substantial deficit in the near
p . future. The impending operating deficits are large enough to
’ threatén the solvency, the qusity, the vitaiity--even the
survival--of some institutions (Strengthening Private Higher
Education in Illinois: A Report on the‘State’s'Role, 1969).°

-The report went on to summarize major conclusions: : :

-The surplus of current revenues over éxpenditures is declin-
- ing and most private institutions in Illinois face the pros-
pect of debilitating deficits within a very few years.
The current financial situation would be even more serious

if the institutions were paying a.dequate faculty salaries
. ‘and benefits.s. - \ .

LY i
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Although no inst1tution predicted outright bankruptcy in
the.next three years, three, and possibly a fourth, cculd
be in grave circumstances if trénds"do continue. More-
over, there are no policies external to the campuses that
have dramatically helped improve the situation and that
can be relied upon.

4

. ‘ ! ,-/.-‘ ""_:- )
Although Cheit says that the private institutions appear to be in better

"control of the financial ‘situation, and somewhat more optimistic, he.goes on to
i

aay thqt for all 1nat1tut10us, the present ..f

A qtability is Prag1le, for it is the product of unusual> cuts
- in expenditure growth, and.is based in part on favorable ! w5
! assumptions about external conditions--inflation, enroll- /
ments, private support, and public poli¢y at the state and |
/ federal levels. Clearly, then, it would not take much |
! to destroy the stability-and force the institutions on ;
- a downwad course again.. The most obvious question L
raised by this finding is: Wlll,the stability last? (The =
Chronicle of Higher Education, Aprll 16, 1973)

William‘Jellema has published'results of a similar kind of stud&, ob-

serving'only private institutions, but aﬁtempting a much more comprehensive-

" look. Studying a large number of private institutions (507) between 1968-and v

1971, Jellema concluded: "Most cclleges in the red were.staying id the red

and getcing redder whlle colleges.ln the black were generally growing grayer.
dFAken collectlvely, their days’ as v1able iniflfut*ons, capable of serving the /;
public ylth quallcy and <trength, appeared to be. nﬁmgered " (Jellema; 1973,

p. 12) The actual deflcit for the sveragé\institution among these 507 wasvglrﬂ
$131,000 in 1971. .Jellema.notes that: ”Behind these deficits lieechrﬁailed
operatgons, abbreriated departments, underdeﬁeloped academic progrems;-languish-
ing aspirations, and_curbe%gcreativity, The deficifs are tcis great even though
such“cucbacks‘heve béen ibde.;'If they had not geéﬁ, the deficics'would surely

have been much tighter." (p. 15)
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‘As in any large distribution of‘people'orjlnstitutions,jcharacter-
. 7o . . , ) " . - \ <

istics vary! Jellema points out -that mhile, on theiawe;age, privaté;insti-
tutions are in a deficitfsituation;isome do escape-sach fiscal atrinéency.

4
v

'This fortune may be attributable to any number of factors; in most caées

- where finances are sound, a‘complex of these factors is probebly operating:

. an attractive academic-program identifiable constitnedcy; good location;'

!

« sound administration the good fortune of a large endowment and so forth.
Some combination of these factors ‘seems requisite for financial
_ strength in private,institutions. We have discussed the effect of higher edu-

cation enrollment levelling and decline.} Tnev"market" of‘students able to
'. pay the cost of private college tuition who meet admission standards %t some

level of selectivity, is limited. This has been analyzed by'Doermann (1968).

He estimates, for example, the totalbprojected pool of high school gradnates
with average‘SAT scores of &OO, and family incomes of at least $12,900 (which
would mean an expected contribution to college costs of $20ld) to be 359,000
under one set og\assumptions (p. 142). Yet the 1971 National Center for Edu-
cational Statistics projection for first time students at private inst‘tutions
for the same year is u69 000 (Simon, 1971, p. 33) Thus, stipulating 400 as

ia minimum average SAT score for;entfy,-and $12,900 family income as a minimum | L\
ability to pay; we find that»the t&tal\pool of available students.(for both pub-
lic andTDrivate colleges) is. smalqu than the e;pec?ed\entgring class in the
private institution. Certainly, the actual distributions of entering\g\izate‘

colleée student< find a .good many below those minimum figures for both academic ----- :;

.

‘ability and family income,“bﬁt—this—doeS“illustr7te the magnitude of the problem ’

of maintaining enrollment for private institutions. As the college age

o
!
i
i
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_population levelc and declines, and as hlgher tuitions are called for 7& in-
cre851ng costs, the competition between public and prlvate 1nst1tut10ns for
ctudents'is heightened‘and emphasized. The Carnegie Commi551on (l973b) points

out that, although the ratio between tuition in private 1nstitut10ns and pub-
lic institutions has historically been 3:1, it began to rise .sharply in the

J ! . . '
‘fifties, and between 1961-62 and 1971-72, it inéreased from :3.9:1 to 4.9:1.

Obviously, as this gap Qidens, the number of students willingito pay the premium
to attend a private college or university, even thougﬁ it represents,'for them,
a preferred choice, will decline. With that decline, divereity of real educa-

tional'oﬁpoftunity will shrink.

The causes of fiscsl adversity are comblex But, in additlon to the

" difficulty of malntawnlng enrollment stability or growth, recent increases in
the amount and proportion of instiﬁutional expenditures allocated to student

financial aid have greatly contributed to this edyersity.

. . . avery larée ¢éind increasing amount of money is being
~spent on direct student aid. This is a considerable burden
on private higher education and a very 1mportant factor in

its deficit condition.

higher edu#atlon is caught in an ever widening and

more vicious cyale As it moves to demonstrate its social
concern by extendlng scholarship money- to those unable to
"pay eveun the CJ of education assigned to them through-
tuition, it.must flhd revenue to pay for these student aid
‘expenditures. Typically it has done this, in large part, by
raising tuition. In doing so, however, it puts the full"
tuition charge to the students out of reach for another
group of students, whe now require subsidy for the differ- -
ence between last year's cost and this year's. This, in
turn, requires further tuition increases, creates still
another group needing financial aid, increases the amount ,
) of zid needed by the groups previously identified, and so /
N on. . . .

Partly because of the way in which certain revenues
are balanced against certain other expenditures, but even
more because of the rising dollar share of direct student
aid, the total current fund deficit for many institutions




very nearly equals the deficit in the subaccount for student .
"aid. The total current fund deficit seems to be growing even
faster than the student aid deficit, but there is a high de-

gree of correlation between them. Many a private. institution

now running a current fund deficit would break even. if its

direct student aid deficit were lifted from its back (Jellema,

1973, p. 130). _ ) | .

an | Added to the factors just mentioned is the simplé_fact that costs of

higher edﬁcation,‘over recent years,. have outrun revenues. Education is

labor ;ntensivei- Ips ability to increase productivity via techno%ng is

limited, rightly or wfongly. At any rate, the evidence is pérsuaéive ﬂhat

productivity of higher education has failed to increase over a long time

period. While productivity remains soﬁewhat constant, the mdnagement of a

knowledge and information explosion adds real.cosfs fo colleges and univer-

sities thch are not offset by savings. Over the past decadp or 80, Hibﬁary
: ’\ I3

costs have increased faster than total 1nst1tut10nal costs, just as these

were rlSng faster than national cost-of-living. Thg cost of'purchasing or

leasing computers, or sharedrﬁime arrangements, while necessary for many in-

structional and research programs, effects no automatic savihg to the insti-

tution: it is an add-on without a commensurate séving.. The net effect of

this, for'botﬁ public and private institgtions, is that institutional costs

increése faster thén costs in the economy as a whole. _Tﬁe Carnegié Commission

demonstrates that£ between 1959-6C and 1969-70, whilelihe consumer price index

2

T wWas iﬁcreaéing, on ﬁhe average, 2.5 percent pér year; costs per Full Time Equiva-
Y\J&?ﬁ) student in higher education were increasing 5.8 percent on the averageb &
for =11 1nst1tut10ns, and, for prlvate colleges and unlvers1t1es, 7.7 percent
(Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 1972, p; 35). kNeed for institutional

revenue increases greater than these annual per. student averages were, of

coﬁrse, made necessary by rapid enrollment expansion during that same period.

{




-14-

Many ob§ervers.of higher education are highly critical of poor manage-

ment practices which, they contend, contribute to financial problems. Both

Cheit and Jellema in the studies discussed indicate their opinions that sub-

stantial attempté are being made to improve management quality and techniques.
. -
These take the form of efforts to increase revenues, reduce costs, and ‘improve

financial decision making. These c¢fforts, of course, may be insufficient:
"Private institutions can be expected to turn to themselves to relieve the con-

tinuing imbalance between iacome and expenditure. This will require more

e dimin- _ ——""
 dimi

JE—
P

ished expectations of programé but they mu;@,hayeﬂadditiBEﬁi support at the

state and federal leveis”ifwgae§wére to remain viable." (Jellema, p. 87)

It is, of course, impossible to give a satisfactory fiscal "portrait"
of the average independent college or university. The average institution

doesn't exist, and the range from which the averége is derived is great. As

.

has beea ihdicated, both of the studies mentioned revealed some sound and !

nealthy institutions as well as some troubled ones. Iﬁflooking at.categories

. . . LN . / . . .
- of private institutions however, it does become clear that smaller institutions

are in greater trouble. More than half of the institq%ions Jellema defines as

t

. N\ -
smallest (500 students or less) and small(500-100 stuqénts) estimated current f\\
fund deficits for 1G70-71. Of Jellema's total sample (504 institutions), Tk

]
(15 percent) had exhausted all liquid assets. Of these»sevénty—four, nearly i

half (35) were in the "small' category. An additional 7 institutions from the !

H r
"smallest" category were in the same precarious situation. Thus, 42 institu-
. . . N !

tidns (qr 57 percent) of those whose liquid assets were exhausted were collgges['

and universities of less than 1000 students. ' . ]




Pro'ecting future deficits against existing liquid’assets; Jellema

predicts that (under the current trends) more than one-third of all "small

smallest” institufions will be in this predicament ten years hence.

- ¢ -

and

PROFILING INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

+

The foregcing discussion has attempted to outline the financial crisis

~

in indépendenti&igpei,Qducationi”witwééeﬁé Qﬁquestionable that such a crisis
exis%s; Itg nature is imperfectly known (fér instance, the extent gb which it
is dépendent upon enrollment). Its seriousness is imperfectly known (is the - °
question one of survival; if so, how strongly related tb‘institutional quality
is inétitutional“survival?). ’Its solution is notgentirely evideﬁt (if adeQuate
resources are put in the hands of students via federal and state student aid

programs, will private_ihstitutions still require some direct aid in order to

maintain health?).

Pig

The Chronicle of Higher Education carried a story on college openings
-énd closings (September #4, 1973). While 85 new colleges -were épening Siﬁce the
beginning of the 1972 aéademic year (unearly all public, mostly community colleges),
21 colleges were closing (nearly all private). Many of thebclosed vrivate insti-
tutions were seminaries; any wholéégie collapse of comprehensive private institu-
tions is yet to come. But the enfg;ced clbsing of éqme privaée institutions is . \\\

v ’

a reality. Anéther’artiplg in thé same issue of the Chronicle described the
private college ;ﬁd uni%ersity situation in quiye mixed terms: '"Many private
colleges-and upiversities)’hardest hit by the financial crisis of the past few

years, show some signs=of recovery, although better finances in the short run .

[ —
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do not necessar:ly mean an improved picture in the long run, séme experts
say." The thicie boint@ to the'stdbilization of several private institutions
whore ti.cal problems are. well known (Boston University, New York University)

\\< as well as the "'significant financial improvement as a group’ of the Catholic
institutions. On the other hand, it also/quotes 3ellem;, from the book already
discussed: '"The situation is getting'worée, not better. . . . For all their

N brave talk, as a group they (private colleges and universities) have not turned .

the corner. They cannot last indefinitely.” -

It is no easier to "'profile” the private institutions diong other lines

than it is in terms of finances. As Stanley Heywood says in his commentary on

Harold Hodgkinson's Institutionﬁhin Transition (Hodgkinson, 1971), "Yef as one
considers institutions of higher learning in the light of this study, one has to
come away with a feeling thét institutions are most difficult to describe im
quantitative terms. A college is nbt a college is not a college. There is a
qua;ity, there is a Spirit‘that comes through as oné visits and talks to fac-
ulty, administration and students on one campus that does not come through on
another.” (é. 28%)
The task'of developing some kind of picture pf iﬁdependent higher edgca~
tion'in th(,United States'is further complicatea by fhe dec;éasing distinction
. between ”publgé” and "private’ institutions. Sources of income reflect this.
Thus, while gift income represents 17 pércent‘of the income of private insﬁitu4
tions, it also represents 2 percent of that of public institutions;” State gov-

>ernment support represents 42 percent of income for public institutions, but 2

percent for private. Endowment income is 9 percent of total income of -private

_institutions, but 0.5 percent of that_of public (Carnegie Commission-on-Higher—————-—

Education, 1973b). While these figures show great differences between public




1

and private institutions, they also indicate oveflap, which, in given institu-
, \ : _ :

_tions, may well be considerable.
\

v I
NeYertheless, it should be possible to develop some indicators‘which

1

{

will help %e?jribe independent institutions.

Siie is one such indicator. Openiﬁg fall_enroilment data qu 1969
shows the average public institution enrolled 5,603 studéngs (1,060 public
institutions enrolling 5,839,719 studénts). The average pf%vafe institution
enrolled 1,417 students (1,465 institutions enrolling 2,077,27 fstudenté), or

about 25 percent as many as the éVerage public. While over half of the public

institutions enrolled less than 2,500 students, tgi majori%y of stu@ents attend-
ing public institutions were enrolled in those wﬁich enrolled 10,000 or more |
students. Among private institutions, about two-thirds enroll fewer than 1000
students,lénd about half of all students enrolled in private colléges and‘uni-
versities whose totéinstudent population is less than 2500. -Thus, the independ-
ent institution tends to be small. (Theré ;re;4however,v25 private colleg:s and
unive;sities enrolling more than 10,000 students'e;ch, with é:tdtal student popu-‘

iation of 450,324.)
\ r
\

Certainly it is ﬁﬁt knowﬁvbrecisely what influeﬁce size has on the quality
. \ . o
and functioning of an institution of higher education. There has coﬁ; to be a
widespread gbnéensus that above & point, institutional size adversely affects
the qualitysbf the educational envi;onﬁent, but there appeérs to be no agree-
ment as to precisely what that point is.
Astin and Lee (1972),in a étudy spoﬁgcred by the Carnegie_Commission,

~ characterized a large group cf independent colleges of relatively small size

- (less than 2500 students) and moderate selectivity, as "invisible colleges.” They

2

are.invisible because.of tneir size, local or regional orientation, lack of
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substantial resources (endowment), and felatively open admissions policy.
Astin and Lee note the precarious position of most of thése colleges, because
of the difficulty of competing, at a price disadvantage, with public insti-
 tutions; lack of support from state or philanthropic sourcéé, and their re-
Sult?ng'finéncial deficits. For these colleges, effor£s to gain "visibility"
and' thus broader suppdrt and a more widespread clientele may .very well under-
mine the effective service they give to a local (or regional) and well-defined
cl;entele. In spite of some weakness%ﬁ of institutiqpal resources, Astiﬁ énd
Lee argde for the preservation of these colleges. They guarantee diversity.
They provide a fayorable collegiate atmosphere for many of the students they
attract. "By far the greatest envifbnmental difference between public and in-
Qisible colleges lies in the student‘s impression of the friendiingss an&
warmth &f the institution, its concern for the individual student." (Astin and
iee, p.th) ". . . Students attending inv151ble colleges tend more to feel
that their college shows concern for their individual welfare than do studcnts
attending other types of four year colleges." (Astin and Lee, p. 68)

In support of this observation,'particularly as it relates to small
.colleges, Arthur -Chickering (1969, p. 190)’émphasizes that studies suggest that
small institutional size is related to indi;idual participation, involvement
aéd satisféctién; and that along with increased opportuﬁities‘for tgesg nay
come increased competenée, the development of éé%fidence, fhemdevelopment of
idehtiﬁy, the freeipg Qf intrrpersonal relationg&ips, and theréevelopmeﬁg of
integrity.

An important way to understand differgnces‘betwegn tyjes'of Eolléges is

to analyze differences between the kinds of students they enroll. Annually,

the Amerlcan Council on Education publishes a report titled The American Freshman.
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Following are some bbservations on the report on the freshman cla;s which
entered college 411, 1971 (American Council on Education). |

The age distribuﬁion of students among inatitutiong is quite similar,

exéept that the public colieggs tend ﬁqﬂenroll a somewhat larger proportion
(though still small in numberé)'of students who are older,than the typical
fréshman (17—19). ?rivate colleges draw larger numbers of their students
from more -educated, affluent fa;illes, and from professional kinds of occu-
pations. Thus, 40-50 yercent of:private collége and university students have
fathers with~c§llege degrees {undergraduate or graduate), against.22-percent in
the public colleges (but 36 percent in public‘universities).l Thirty percent
or sb of private college studen%ékgqme from families with incomes of $20,000
or more annually; the cor;esponding proportion in pubiic colleées is about 15°
percent (and in public universities, about 22 percent). But the pfivate col-
leges also enroll substantial proporiions of students from middle and lower in-
come families. More than 20 percent of private colleéé studentleOme from fami- -
lies with incomes under $10,000 annually, againsﬁ negriy 4o peréent-for public
colleges (and about 25 percent for public universities). There are also differ-

" -ences EEEﬁE privaté'inétitutions in this regard: private universities draw
abdﬁt 17‘percent of their students ffom these income groups; private nonggctarian _ \
institutions about 25 percent, Catholic colleges 27 percent, and Protestant
collegeé 25'percent. Differences are greatgr when comparing proportiods of
students from affiuent families. Private universities draw over &o percent of
theirkenroliment frog fami;ies with annual incoﬁes over $20,000; private non--
sectarian colleges aboﬁt 33 percent, Protestant colleééé"aﬁdut 26_pércent,]and

Catholic colleges about 24 percent. Similarly, while private colleges tend to

———
—
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enroll.more studentsvfrom femilies where the father's occupation is professional
or managerial, and public colleges tend to enroll more students_from skilled,
semi-skilled and unskilled laboring occupations, there is, again, a good.deal of
overlap, and a good deal of distinction between types of institutions”within

.the éublic and within the private categories.

These are only indications. In terms;ofwability-levels, fhe publib\
private differences are less clear. Private universities enroll ﬁhe largeét‘pro-‘
portion of high ability studenté (secondary s&hool average of B-piﬁs or higher),'
vpublic universities the next highest. Among private colleges, pri&gte non- |
sectarian collegeé enroll the largest proportion, with Catholic and Protéstant
colleges enrolling a slightly higher propofﬁion of such students,tﬁén public
colleges. Public four-year colleges and Catholic four-year colleges apﬁear to
serve a majority of commuters (or, at least; studeﬁts living within fifty ﬁiles
of the college), whereas private nonsectarian and Protestant colleges; along
witny both public and private universities appear to serve residential students
.(frcm more thanlfifty miles).’
It is apparent that while there are obéervable‘diffbrénces in_fhe popu-

" lations of -the public and private institutions, there ié also great overlap.
They do not draw their sgudents from entirely different grdupsvalong any ai-
mension: income, ability, occupational staius, or religidn.

In a sense, this discussion points up the<§egre¢ to whiéh pgpular Qpéerf
standing of private higher éducation haé been somewhat misled‘bykthé most viéible
of those institutions, which may very well not be "typical” at all. One group
of visible colleges consists of those affluent and selectiv® liberal arts col-

leges which Astin and Lee characterize as “elite" and contrast with their sample

-




of invisible é%lleges. These elite colleges tend not to be “typical” of
private jnstitutions, since they are highly selective, relatively affluent,

énd draw from a national constituency. Yet these Ly "elite” colleges:(Astin
and Lee's figure) are much more idéntified with private higher édﬁcétion in
che popular understanding than these 49k invisible colleéesf A second group

of private institutions which seems diépropcrtionately effective in defining
private<highér education consists of those large and prestigious privéte uni-
versities who oécupy places of leadership in graduate education and research.
For inétance, of the twenty institutions awarding the largest number of doctoral
degrees in the period 1959-60 to 1968-69, nine éré privéte.h But they are not
"typical" private institutions, any more than are elite liberal arts colleges.
And while supporters of private higher education might look with satisfacﬁion
upon thé leadefship and stan@ard of quality these institutions e&ert, to view
:them as "typical" may be deceiving with respect to the fiscal str;ngth and pro-
.grammatic viability of all private-highep'educdtioﬁ.
Another sense in which these two groups'of prestigious ingtitutidhs

are misleading with respect to the total population of privafe institutions-of‘
higHerieducation is that, while ﬁdst were founded as church relatéd,‘few re-
main so. Yet, of the total number of private colleges and universities in the
United States (ihéSS,'60‘percen£ (881) are church related. The Historical
shift of Americén higher educat;on from an education which was founded as spe-
' cifically religious, to one which defined its mission to exclude boﬁh reliéious
belief and inguiry is interestiﬁg, 'Nevertheless, responding to forces of chang-
ing-cliéntele, broadened geographié horizons, shifting structure of knowledge

and canons of intellectual inquiry, as well as the "wall of separation” between

~
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church and state in a .society where education would perforce become-increasingly
dependent upon state support, the religious commitment of higher education has
moved 1ncreas1ng]y from center stage to off—stage Nevertheless, the needsﬁpre-

'sumably met by that commltment still exist, though expressed differently.
O

What is needed, said Kenneth Keniston is-“an educa-
tion and an enviromment that encourages students to gather.
intellect ethical sense, and action into one related .
whole. . b
One of the factors perpetuating the fragmentatlon of
knowledge is the exclusion of theology from serious study
and interaction with other fields. From a monopoly, theol-
ogy proceeded to a position of primacy, from primacy to
equality, from equality to bare toleration, and then to
exclusion. The effort to aid students to achieve a sense
of the wholeness of knowledge is severely limited on any
campus where they must proceed in virtual ignorance of
this area. This need not be the case at the Christian coll-
ege (Averill and Jellema, 1971, p. 97).

This same kind of thought was expressed, not necessarily with specific .

reference to church- related higher education, by Landrum Bolling, Pres‘dent of

Earlham College:

Most particularly, our private colleges and universi- S

ties need to 'set for themselves explicit goals related to

what perhaps we might best call character development., By

now it should be evident to all thoughtful men that the most
‘urgent requirements for human survival are qualities of ma-
turity, responsibility,; and life-~affirming creativity. The
transmission of facts,/gnformatlon and skills, essential as
this is to education, is not enaugh. Moreover, it is also -
clear that our 1ncreasingly fractionated society is apparently
not now able through/the home, the church and the community
to provide adequately by character-developing influences
(Bolllng, 1970) ,'/ ‘

It is ironic that /just as there seems to be a somewhat general ren-
ascence of religious 1nterest and act1v1ty, and a growing move to restore the
iEgitimacy of academic 'religion on public campuses, many church-related col-~

leges, perhaps for a complex of reasons, are moving away from those commitments.

. et g e
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Clearly, one such reason is the fear of ineligibility for state or federal sup- : 3

port (I will discuss the constitutional question later). It is truly ironic
that in n decision invalidating a2 program of state grants to students Attend—‘
ing private institutions.as.beingvin vioiation‘of & étate constitutional pro-
hibition of state support to sectarian controlled institutions, the décision

included an exhortation that these institutions retain their traditional

,‘church ties:

The findings of fact demonstrate that, in different
degrees, all of these institutions were founded upon and con- - .
tinue to be dedicated to some element of sectarian purpose
and influence. For this, their foresighted founders, their -
devoted supporters and their dedicated personnel are to be
commended. . Their efforts and principles should not be de-
leted by the temporary gain of money diverted from the pub- - , e
lie treasury, since an inevitable by-product of this effort o

"would be a weakening of such devotion and dedication. This ‘ ' ' '
is one of the very results sought to be avoided by the clear L
prohibition of article 9, p. 4 (Weiss v Bruno;. ; o

If the condition of private, church—related:colleges is,indeeé di?ey
such an exhortation is like blessing a starvitg man.

Church-related higher education ié certainly.associatéd with‘the tradi-
tion of the liberal arts gollege. White it would.be ignpring the "diversity, _W
richness and'cSmplexity\of Americﬁn higherleducatibn t9 say that this associa- ﬂ.\
tion is in any seﬁse_e%dluéive3 it ié intereéting to note that'thetlgédership | ) _i
of private cdlléges and universities is‘drawn héavilyvfrom the humanities dis-
Ciplinés. Studying‘”inﬁtitutiOns’in transition," Hodgkinéén‘(l97l).found thatb : ;]ﬁﬂ
among private;éecta;ian coileges and univérgities, 45.3 perceht of presidents S 2
indicated ”hﬁmaﬁities”“aSCthéir academic area. For private—nén—sectarian insti-

|

tutlons, the comparable figure was 27.9 percent, and for publlc instltutions,‘ _ ' _ ‘“f
|

|

9.6 percent., This suggests that the concerns expressed in statements by Bolllng

JEINNREESSS s v . .
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andeellema are_likely to be activelydpursued bp the'leadership of these private
“institutions. |

It is said that independent colleges and'universities are more autono-“'
mous than are public 1nct1tut10ns Certainly this is at least 1nhe1ently
true. ‘?ecision making in private colleges and universities is less subJect to ‘ g

the external constraints of state or local leglslatures, departments of finance, ',/

~——_ and so_forth (though within the public sector the practical force of such con- //
. . . ’// . ;; . .
straints certainly varies),.” s

There are twoni;portant advantaées to this autonomy. (l) It permits an
institution to malntaln a focus or emphasis upon mission, purpose or clientele S
xwhich, if it were less autonomous--more subject to the pressures and demands of |
external forces--it might be unable to do. (2) It also permits an institution
to be more 1nnovat1ve and experimental in its various activities and structures
governance, curriculum, calendar, arrangements of facilitiea, and 80 forth

It must be said that the exercise of these consequences of autonomy, asa
orposed to their inherent potential, has been less than vigorous anongpprivate
institutionsjb'One of the conclusions expressed by;Harold'Hodgkinson‘resulting'
from;his major”study of change and divérsit& in higher education was thaté
”Taken as a whole, the amount of-institutional‘diversity in American higher‘educa:
tion is decreasing. Thls is due partially to the pervasive ex1stence of .a single
statusnsystem in higher education based on the prestigious un:versity offerlng_
many graduate programs and preoccupled w1th research, There are few alternative
models to this system now functloning (Hodgkinson, 1971, P. xv) \ K5 .

It is also increa31ngly untrue to say that the:- private sector of higher

education is. the 1nnovat1ve sector . Especially ‘within the past ten years,

e,
—
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public instit\%ious.at every lgve1-¥community colleges, four—yeaf colleges, und
universities--have demonstrated a leadership in imaginative new ideas which
would cértainly disprove such a notiqgt

Whilevthe.qoregoing discussion does not serve to ""define" private higher
edﬁcatién,>£t does suggest some ways ;n which we might talk about distinctive
roles, functions, or charactefistics of private, as differing from public, in-
stitutions of higher education. Obviously,‘not al} private institutions are
sm;ilg'not all are~éhurch-related, not all are fingﬁcﬁally feset. But these
features do characterize a large number of the couﬁfry's private institutions.
qut are-small, the majority are church—relﬁted, the ma jority apﬁear to be in -
some financialvdifficulty. |

DiécuSSioﬁ of these‘characteristics is particularly approbriate to a
study of higher education in Montana sinée its three private colléges are small,
chdréh-related, and éppear to fall quite clearly into the category of private

institutions which Astin and Lee characterized as "invisible colleges.'

B

STATE INTEREST IN INDEPENDENT HIGHER EDUCATION

The foregoing discussion Qill allow-ué to move iﬁto a specific conside;a-
tidn;of private higher education.in the context of state policy.  If, nationally,ﬁ
sthere is increasi;g!appliéation to the stéte, for'suppdrt of private higherzeducé—
tion (and a review of eXistihg_programs which will bé made shortly emphasizeé the
magnitud€ of thatvépplication), policy-makers neea to know the publ;c-policy ,%\)/

justification of such support. T . /

What factors should‘determine public policy with respect to support for




independent higher education? It would seem that there are four broad categories
!

under which the issue of public interest might be determined: existence\(or

survival), quality,-function, and purpose. Four major questions can then bDe

' *

.asked by policy-makers considering the question of state support: Is the exist-
ence or survival of these institutions a matter of state concern? Is the quality
of these institutions a matter of state concern: Are the functions of these

institutions a matter b{ state concern? Are the purposes of these institutions

a matter of state concern? These are separate, but interdependent questions.

Is the existence or survival of these institutions a matter of state concern?

‘This question, like-the others; can be answered in tﬁe negative. Unlike
the subsequentbquesﬁions, however, a negati?e answer to this question is defini-
“tive in respect to.subport; a negative énswer means.no state aid. There ié, how-
évér, strong présumptiye evidence for a positive answer. ;irst, most states
chuarter private institﬁtions, and thus are known £o have an interest in the found-
ing of the institutions at some minimal level of quality. Secondly, mostlstatéé
eXeﬁpt these institutions from various forms of taxation, an indirect kin% of sub-
'sidy. Third, in recent years, an ‘lacreasing number of states have dévelqged a
variety of programs in direct anq'indirect support of the ind;pendent colleges
aﬁd universitiés. | )
;, ° What are thé‘state interests thét‘might ufge a positive answer to the

question of survival of-the privgée inséitutions be&ond th¢ presumptive evidence

" just mentfoned? - The state might be interesfed‘in any or all of the following
aspects of.the égistence ;f pfiv;te instituti§hs:ﬂ-diversity,;égaice; access.

|

These factors are interrelated. The state ma& find that it i$ in its interests




to preserve and insure a diversity in the system of higher education 5oth public
and private, within its boundaries. Diversity ﬁay be found to promote institu-
tional and systematic health as well as facilitating.maximum student choice.
That choice is the sgcond aspect of potential state interest related to.the
question of existence of independent institutions. It mey be determined that
the existence, of independenﬁ colleges and universities provides kinds of Higher
education experiences for students to choose which' are not provided b& the pub-
lic system alone: " kinds of experience deﬂid;d, for instance, by some of the
qualities mentioﬁed above in profiling private institutions: 5smallness, church-
relatedness. Access, primarily a function of location, but aiso of cost and ad-
missions selecgivity, simply means that the state may find in its interest the
support of colleges or universities in certain areas, which broadens opportuni-
ties to attend college beyond those provided by public institutiéns. Warren
Willingham, in a'state—5y¥state analy;is of the question of access, has concluded
< that "Only 31 percent of Montana's population live within’commuting distance of
a free-access institution, But the state is so sparsely pdéulated that very few
additional collegeé could ﬁe easily .ustified on the paéis of proximity to peop}é.
The existiné-free—access-institutions are weil-distributed, except for the minﬁf
puzzling fact that Great Falls., . . . . doeg not ﬁave a free-access college." .
(Willingham, 1970, p. 118). ' ‘ "
. : )

¥

Is the guality cf these institutions a matter of state concern?

[y

4

If the question of existence is answered positi#ely, does the state have
an interest in the quality of the independent institutions? Presumably, the state's
support of the survival of private'institutions‘might be at a level of performance

N
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or guality below that of public institutions, and below that which the policy-
makers would consider minimal. This issue has figured in the decisions of some
states (New York, for example) to support private higher education. Support of

qualigy improvements above some stated minimum would, of course, require con-

siderable analysis of the costs and benefits of such’ support.
‘¢

Are the .functions of these institutions a matter of state conc€ﬁp?

» £
Some states have extended support to independent institutlons for specific

programs or functions. This issue involves the question of access, as discussed
above (for inétange,‘should a specific prdérémfbe made available to students in
an area where no public institution is locatea/to provide it?) aS‘well'as the
question 5f whether a specific fupction or program can be operated more effective-
ly or efficiently at & private in§titution than a public. Existing facilities

\ \ :
for a high—éosf program, for instaﬁge, might bear upon this quest#on. Examples of
this sort of policy include contract payments for medical schools;such as Florida's

to Miami University, as well as the establishment, in New York Sghte,;of Cornell

as the Land Grant College, and of the SUNY Forestry College at Syracuse University.

/7
/

Are the purposes of these institutions a matter of state concern?

Again, this question is related to thast of access. Is it‘a state intgrest

/

to insure the opportunity for students to choose fﬁom'émong insfitutions whdse pur-

poses may include some not presently provided by public institutions (for instance,
experimental colleges, or liberal arts colleges), or purposes hot open to provision
by the s-ate (foi ihétance, commitment to specific religious or philosophical be-

liefs).




PATTERNS QF STATE SUPPORT

I have tried to illustrate that whether state support should be extended :
to independéhi colléges and universities is a pdlicy issué reléted-to the four
gquestions just discussed: 1Is the existence or survival of these institutions‘a
matter of state concern? Is the-quality of these institutions a mattef'of state
concern? Are the functions of these institutions a métter of state concgrh? Are
the purposes of these institutioné a matter of state concefn?

‘Once these questions are answered, the question of how such support 'should
be given may be raised.‘ It is a separate but related policy questiont The
range of aﬁswérs is quite broad, as illustrated by the veriety of existing forms
of state aid to independgnt-higher education..‘This range is éepicted in Table 3.
The various forms of existing gtate aid-tq independént colleges and universitiés
displayed—theré're;éal the variety, and, to some éxtent, the différential policy
‘objectives presently being pursued by'the states through these programs.

I have divided all programs inté threé broad categofies of modes of assist-
ance: aid provided directly to students (through scholarships, loans and so
fo;th), and aid prévided to institutions'diréctly (through contracts or statu-
tory aid programs), or indirectly (ﬁgrough facilities authorities, interinstitu—
tional programs, and so forth)..

Aid to students may sefve a number of !olicy objectives. Within the gen-
eral constraints of the state budget, policy-makers are able to express state
policy with respect to diversity of educational choice; If a program is based
upon need; it sﬁould increase stﬁdent diyersity of choice for’a broad group of
studeuts, particula}ly at lower income ranges. If gbiliiy is also a factor,

selective institutions may be aided more than nen-selective ones. The higher
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the maximum award, the broader the range of income groups served. Tying size
of awards to tuition, to the tuition differential between public and private
institutions, or to some percentage of the average cost per student at public

institutions may reflect state policy towards equalizing the price competition

{ : .
between private and pubiic institutions, encouraging commuting rather than

voarding, shifting some enrollments from public institutions (supﬁorted at

full cost to the state) to prlvate 1nst1tutlons (where stute subsldy would be

»upplemented by tuition plus institutional subsldy), and so forth Pollcy can
~ also be executed through the targeting of spe01al groups of students: veterans
survivors, medical or other professional students, disadvantaged students, and

so forth. Stnte policy is also reflected in the form of aid: grants, loans,

work/study assistance, and so forth. It should be. apparent from the range of
programs displayed in Table 3 that a good many pollcies are—~consciously or un-

consciously--being pursued by states who conduct programs of aid to independent

institutions. /

Direct ins trtutlonal aid is prov1ded through contractual agreements or

programs of 1n°L1tut10nal grants. The policy purposes appear to be the same, ex-
cept that the contractual method seems less likely to be found 1llegal under
either trhe United States' or the 1nd1v1dual state constatptlons. Again, a variety
of pol;cy_objectives appear to be served by these programs. Generel support
tnrough a formula based upon enrollment(which'providestbroad finankial relief for
private institutions), enrollment increase (to utilize surplus capecity of orivate
" institutions), or degrees (wﬁich reward the efficieocy of hiéh'retentioo rates),
. |
These programs, too, reflect state polioy in supporting'programs'forAspeeific

kinds of students (for instance,'medical students).

Similarly, indirect aid reflects a range of state policy objectives.
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Tﬁble b

.Stntc
Alabama 106,440,0c0 475,000 None - - 475,000
Alaska 21,978,C00 1,337,000 L,200,000 28.5 2,537,000
‘Arizona 112,712,000 | Norne rbN;ne - None 1.8
Arkansas 56,371,000 None lone - lone 0.0 15:7
California 1,009;272,000 None 26,706;236‘ §0.0 1@,8@6,00@ i:9 10:3
Colorado 115,243,0C0 None Nonggﬁ . f—. None 0.0 1M
Connecticut 113,724,060 1,194,000 2,026,000" f§815 . ?;3765056 1.7 39.7
Delaware 25,887,000 None lone - N Noné 0.0 1L.8
Florida 302,112,600 3,055,000 600,000 55.8 3,385,0C0 1.1 16.6
corgia 177;819,000 None ,2,800,ooou 100.0 2,800,000 1.6 ,18.6
Hawaii 64,478,000 Mone None o - None 0.0 9.3
Idaho 36,785,000 lNone None - . None 0.0 21.0
Illinois 516,726,000_ 26,250,000 59,700,000 60.0 62,070,060 12.0 29.0
ﬁdiana 210,595,000 None 16,534,875 52;0 8;598,135.' u.; ?6.8
owa . 125,505,000 500,600 4,223,154  97.0 4,600,000 3.7 35.4
ansas 93,087,000 819,0C0 iglﬁo,ooo- 87.0 1,819,000 2.0 12.6
enticky 139,485,000 Mone 2,500 - - - 19.3
kouisiang’ lh6;66h,000 " None " None - None 0.0 15.5
faine 33,612,000 ~ None 180,000 87.0 150,000 0.4 284
.aryidnd 159,156,0061 2,000,000 . 3,425,000 - 2;ooo,ooo+ Not com-  19.7
. . : puted
— -36-
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\'MaSSacbuéetts

llMiphigan

Minnesota

i

ﬁissiésippi

1,
|

Missouri

fMontané

' N.e\braska
;NevadQ_

‘New Hampshire
iﬁew Jersey
New Méiico_

‘New'York

North Dakota
dhio__
Oklsnoma
Oregon
éeﬁnsyl&ania_

hode Island

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

North Carolina

ek O Y
S .arolina

154,451,000

- 417,815,000

174,040,000

None

. 161,464,000

30,798,000
56,780,000

20,656,000

12,880,000

236,280,000
50,968,000

822,425,000

223,486,000

27,476,000

325,105,000

81,720,000
106,990,000

388,874,000

40,029,000

104,980,000

,JERJ!:cipation in WICHE

/.

3,335,000

None
None
None
Noné

None

11,931,000

None®
50,720,000
1,748,500

None

2,680,000

' Noné
1,000,000
28,242,000

None

200,000

8,000,000
13,832,000
5,000,000
’flone

105,000
None
500,000
None
Noqe
23,222,367
None
121,100,000
No&e
None
16,160,000
Nét fundea
1,296,303
58,832,049
" 539,400
150,000

-
2 F
-2y

80.0

58.5

Ll

50.0

55.1

100.0

'6,uoo,ooo

" 10,810,400

5,835,000

None

‘None

500,000

None

None
2h,7o3,3og

None |
93,073,800
1,748,500

None

10,048,960 -

" None

1,204,816

55,598,903

Not computed

350,000

10.5

11.3
0.8
0.0
3.1

0.0

.1.5
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State
t’_‘-f‘-——_—— | | \)‘ . .
South Dekota 22,725,000 Tone Lione ‘ - { llone A 0.0 21.0
- " ’ J 'f
Tennessee 127,994,000 220,000 , 1,170,000  70.8 = 1,132,600 J 25.14
Texas 7~ 463,528,000 7,000,000 3,000,000  100.0 }o,ooo,ooo 2.2 17.1
jtah 57,195,000 one None - J None - - 38.%4
Yermont - 16,743,000 . FKome _ 2,380,000 22.1 | 526,055 3.1 4.8 -
[Virginia 185,756,000 Noneis 750,000 - None = = = 17.5 7
Washingten 190,167,000 | None 1,Q§9;zoo 6h.2 1,113,492 0.6 1l.2
West Virginia 77,922,000 None k25,000 - 21.2 .~ 107,100 | 0.1 . 18.2.
Wisconsin _ 257,243,000 1,877,000 4,921,523 ° 81.3 5,879,215 2.3 . hor o
wyoming 18,316,000 Hone Hone - . . T¥one . - - 0.0
Total - 8,528,509,000 - - - - o 3 o
Source: _ Sodrce{“ - Source:  Source: R : Sourc:
Chronicle of - Education Nat'l. As- MNat'l. ~ FallE
Higher Educa- °  Commission soc. of St. Assoc. = = rollme .
tion, Ncv. 13, of the Scholarship of St. . ‘ .. Higher v
1972, compiled States " Programs,. Scholar- : cation !
by M.M. Chamb- . . - ¥ifth An-  ship - ' 15670,
ers : * 'nual Survey, Programs, Dept.
_ _ : » h and, Educa-. Ibid. _ Health .
S : : ‘ - tion Comm. o - ~ Fducat -
- - ~ of the . : & Welf
' ' States ) . . ‘ .
! -
| : . _ [ ‘
g 5
L
!
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FEDERAL POLICY

Budget constraints. make it imperative that federil and state policy be

coordinaled, as they have not béen in the past. The pattern of federsl support

"which emerged in the Edﬁbation Amendments of 197< represents a victory of the

.phildsgphy that aid should flow through the student.to the institution, rather

than being digﬁributed directly to the institution. Federal policy appears.to
be moving in the directidn of enlarged’funding of student aid progréms (although
funding levels thus far have crippled the ef%ectiveness of this policy), which
méans thit what is being supportéd is: greater diversity of student choice and
mobility;ﬂinpreased cqllege access for low income students, and a petter func-
tioning of the "market” for higher education whick should have the éffect of in-
creasing institutional~respénsiveness to student needs and interests. State

policy should be-tade with an understanding of federal policy, so that state

e

I

o ‘

progrums may be designed to work cocpgratively with, and take advantage of, fed-
eral programs. One such program of great interest to state policy-makers is the
State Student Incentive Grant Program, authorized by *he Education Amendments

of 1972, but not funded in the "initial year that statute became effective. This

}
_ program calls for an allocation of $50 million in the initial year to be used

as mgtching funds for state programs of grants for student assistance, the
ippropriation to be distrib;ted to states on the: basis of their proportion of
the tota; enrollmenﬁ of students in'higher.education. The original purposé of
the program was to stimulate increased éffort byfstates, so that matching ngds
were applied to increased state app;opriations, but there has been discussion

about matching all .effort. On October 3rd, Education Daily reported that the

Senate committee has provided for that program to be funded at a level of
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$30 million for the coming fiscal year. _ \ ‘ -

Prqprieﬁary Institutions

-

The Educational Amendments 6f 1972 also provided for;the esfablishment

of "Postsecondary Education Commissioné" ("1202 Commissions”) in each state,
S . , ‘
for the nurpose of comprehensive planning; among other functions. While not
funded, this part of the legislation required that these commissions, in order
to be eligible for federal fund{ng, "be broadly répresentati#e of the public
. ‘ ]

ind private nonprofit and proprietary institutions of postsecondary education.”
The inclusion of proprietary institutions represents é growipg recognition of

the importance of these institutions, considered by some observers to be part

of the "'periphery"” of postsecondary education, as well as more generalized move-

“ment, nn the part of students, institutions, and policy-makers, to conceive of

postsecondury educatién as much more flexible, in time and space, mdre@discon—
tinuous and responsive to cﬁanging needs, than the traditional coﬁcept of a se-
guentisl, unbroken, and:some&hnt rigidly prescfibed set of egperiences, in a
clearly defined location (qﬁnpus) which has generally been phe image of higher
education in the United States. -The Carnegie Commission on higher educétion, in
its reports and publications,has done much to clarify and legitimate this new

’

perception of postsecondary education.

The policy 1mplication is that a state should also consider, in looking

- . 1 R
1t those institutions which contribute to the diversity of student choice with re-

Pas )

gard to college, these institutions in the "periphery” of traditional higher edu- . -

cation. The first Directory of Postsecondary Schools with Occupational Programs

1
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wias published by the National Center for Educational Statistics in 1973 (Kay,
/). 1L lists a tatil of Y18 esuch schoole: 1,790 of which are public
(commimity collepmes, nren vociational/technical schools); %,036 proprietary:

77 indevendent and nonprofit (health-related technical programs, and so Torth):
and 420 church-related. Most of the proprietary schools are technical, business
and commerciil, cosmetology. flight. trade or correspondence schools. Of the
total ot 54 occupational schools 1istéd in Montana, 11 are public, 37 proprietary.

~

¢ independent nonprofit. and K qhuréh-related. Little his been done

nationally to assist policy-makers in understanding thése insﬁitutions. However,
there are strong indic;tions that: (1) enrollment in them is increasing more
rapidly than in the public and pfivate collegiate institutions: (#) the schools
are tending to move from sole §roprietorships into corporate ownershiﬁ, which
may imply assimilation into large networks of such schools (the Bell and Howell
atory ha<<been widely publicized. Nor thwood Instityte of.Michigan has'developed
into nnother such "network."): unlike private colleges and universities, many of
these proprietary occubational s:hoolé‘may be financially sound and increasingly
Z0.
; Students pttending these institutions may be eligible for Basic Educu-
ifﬂnql Opportimity Grants. Federally Insured Student Loans, and Veteruns Ad-
minigtration ssistance.  Although these“institutions will pose certain coﬁtro-

vercies {accreditation, quality, placement performance), policy-makers at the

ctute level must-investigalte gnd consider tnese instifytions in developing any

new supnort progr ans for independent postsecondary edudation,

RIC ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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THE CONSTITUTIONAL CUESTION
/

‘ . "f i .
The quéstion of whether state aid to.private higher 'education is

’

desirible from 1 policy standpoint must be ccompanied by the question as to

’ s
whether if 1. permissible from » constitutionsl and statutory standpoint
y BAAR LAt » Y
,~The federal constitutional question hus been addressed by the Supreme

Court. Tn general, its response hig been edtburaging to advocates of inde-

pendent higher education. In Tilton v. Richardson the Cdurt. by 2 narrow 5.l

decirion, upheid‘the constitutionality of ‘the Higher Education Facilities Act
with respect to four church-reliated colleges in Connecticut. Of great importance
in its decision was the application of three "tests" which were based upon prior
ciseg iavalving the FEstablisinment clause pf the Constitution, and which the Court
h.d articulated in inother decision rendered the same day (June 28, 1971). Tron-
fqally‘ the application 5F these tests resulted in an adverse decision with re-

; ,
spect to programs of state assistance to religious elementary and secondary edu-

I cation. The tests are:. "First, the statute must hive a secular legislative pur-

\ pose; sccond. its principil or primary effect must be one that neither sdvances

HRAN . .
“Egnnr inhibits religlion. . . : finally, the statute must not foster-‘an excessive
i'gO\erdment‘entanalement'With religion.'"” (Wilson, 1972, p. Z2) At issue in the

gTilton case was Tederal ~id for facilities construction. Two years later (June
25, 1973) the Court Qpheld,the cdnstitutionality of a South Carolina state program
involving construction loans, made tq a church-related institutions Thé Court
follovwed the game tegts it had emplgﬁed.in deciding the Tilton case, and affirmed
that the "Esﬁablishment Clause does not prohibit all programs which in some man-
ner aid institutions with religious affiliations.” (93 Supreme Court Reporter 318a,

p. 2862) At the same time, the Court refused to réview another South Carolina

-
i

Q
ERIC
oo i o
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case in whicﬁ a lower court had upheld the constitutionality of a studen? loan
Progr un.

These decisions provide some busis for presuming the legulity of pro-
grams of'aid to private institutions under the United States Constitution. The
court has not, however, specifically addressed itself to the question of aid
which flows directly ko stﬁdents in the form of grants, or directlylto‘insti—
tutions in forms other than grants for facilities. Some such programs are pres-

ently under litigation in several states.
As they are decided, presumably the courts will look to the cases men-

tioned for aid in testing legality. Though the court has made a clear distinction

between the scﬂéqls and highgr education, it has not been terribly clear in the

determinants of\a\@isabling “"sectarianism.”

Each form.of aid must be separately scrutinized, and
each church-related college must be examined individually to
determine 'its constitutional eligibility. There is no uni-
form or predictable "test' that can be applied to make
those ,judgments. Rather, the constitutional restraint con-
cists of nothing more than a "blurred, indistinct and vari-
9ble barrier depending on all the circumstunces of a par-
ticular relationship.” And each particular relationship
or. progrem must be set against a series of criteria that must
be applied cumulatively. It is fair to say that the consti-
tutional status of aid to church-related higher education
is far more confusing today than it was ever thought to be
prior to the Tilton and Lemon decisions (Wilson, 1971, p. 36).

Federal constitutionality is not the only operative legal constraini.
Most states alsé have consﬁitutional or statutory prohibiﬁions against or restric-
tions on state aid to church-related institutions. Some of these are more abso-
'lute than the federal constitution. Litigation is presently underway in at
least five states to test individual state programs, either undér state‘or federal

constitutions, or both. This litigation (in Tennessee, Kansas, Kentucky;
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‘ Virginia and Maryland) covers some of the types of aid which have not yet been i

specifically revieved by the courts.

washingtleon, in a cace argued before its Supreme Court {Weiss v. Bruno,

and Weigs v, C'Brien, 400 Pacific Reporter, Second Series, p. 473) invalidated

- L]

sonoitlos carstenest wroerar e Shadents attendivg yriU170 ingtitationg, tut
oo Gat e gy r 0 s st e e The e o herde Shat Loe o
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Artioge % Section O of T ovvanatr ConstiLation reads:

The legizlature, c~mtiaz. cities, wowns, school R R
ictriate and publie corporations shall not make any :
“‘ru‘t or indirect appranriation or rayment from any
;public fund or moniesr, or any grant of lands or other:
nroperty for uny szectarian purpose or to aid any church,
sonenl, acadeny, seminary. oollege, uaivers;ty, or
other l_terary or cesientific institution, controlled in
whole or in part by any church, sect, or denemxnah:on.

*h1s aro¢cr1pt10n, which nppenrs abcolute. and encmmpausing, would be a

major consideration of any program which sought to support private institutions.
1 am not oompetlent Lo Jjudpe 'hupner 911 iormc of support including student_aid,

ure thorely exﬂlndwﬁ, br'whbhhﬁr a ﬁon"tntutxonal rnvxoion would be neceesarv
o) makéfugv ’u:n 31d legal “The dp)r00r1 te act on uould be for legal opznxon
. o ; \ ‘ R :‘l . ‘\\

'}i‘“io ve smﬁmn ' ine Jn1uial at]?ec of fnrmu¢atinu any pallcy whlch sought to SRR

?rcdﬁer n@c: ald either dlre tly or 1nﬁlrect J, to private in°t1tutiong._,ﬂ
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-POLICY" ALTERNATIVES

With the preceding discussionc as background, T would like to bresent'

a list of options for state policy with respect to independent higher educa-
tion:

1. Nothing. A pplicy of inaction would asswne that (1) independent col-
leyes and universities are finuncinlly sound, or (2) they are not sound, but
their ficenl condition is not a matter of state interest, and (3) maximum insti-
tutional divérsity and student choice (beyond that provided by public institutions)
are not a matter for state interest.

| 2. Policies which assﬁme maximum institutional diversity and maximum
stﬁdent choice to be a state concern.

- (a) Student aid based upon need.

(b) Student aid based upon need and ability. (Aid would probably be
distrivuted among students of similar ability equitably, but would probably be
inequitably distributed among institution.)

It sliould be noted that direct student aid indirectlx aids institutions
if the arsumption is made that enrollment increase or enrollment stability would
contribute to fiscal healfﬁ.‘ Préponents of independent higher education gen-
‘ernlly peint to lack of eurgllment growth 2s a major source of the economic prob-

“lems of these institutions.

kelated t9 the above measures in terms of improving the terms on which
>
! independent colleges "compete” for students with public institutions would be a
decision to raise tuition levels in public colleges and universities. It does

seem probable that such an action would restore the pressnt ratio between public

and private tuitions to more historic levels (as discussed earlier), and thus
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redure the price disadvantage of private institutions. This policy has been

supported by the Carnegie

~

Commission (1973), as well as by the HEW task force

on higher education, chaired by Frank Newman (The Chronicle of Higher Education,

October 4, 1973) and "the Committee for Economic Development {The Chronicle bf

Hirher Flucation, October 1, 1973). The Newman task force emphasizes the need )

ta pestore 2quity in the price competition between public and private insti-

/ Lut i eat supnorts the Cirnegie recommendations of a gradual increase in

/
[ oubli: tuitions: "To preserve the conditions necessary for this competition -
] (between public and private institutjons) to continue, the federal govermment

should glvé priority to strategies of postsecondary f{inance, pérticularly re-
vizilon of its programs of student aid, which would narrow the tuition differ-
entin]l between public and private institutions wiphout compromising the autonomy‘
o!" either.” The Committee on Fconomic Development, noting that "tuition charges
at many colleges and universities are unjustifiably low,’ recommended raising
puﬁlic tiaivions, over time to 50 percent of instructional costs. This position
sugests Lhat propored tuition increases may indirectly aid private colleges,

. .
but is 21%0 based upon some important :assumptions about: what portion of costs
shouid be borne by the student and his or her parents; what portion of benefits
of higher education flow to individuals as opﬁoSed to society; and, whether low
tuitions represent a subsidy to higher income students ét the expense of access
onportunities of low-income students.- Added to these complexitigs areiéxtremeiy
imporvant legizlative and administrative considerétions,such as thé need, if
access is Lo be preserved, of tuition raises to be accompanied by increases in
availabiiity of financial-aésistance, in various_forms. The qgestion of how such

aid should be distributed, and the reality of an underfunded and confusing federal
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



\ - -

~

aid policy, suggest ‘that thesé problems will not be soon resolved. It also sug-

gests, along with the points previously made, that decisions about tuition in

the public sector cannot be made solely as a policy of indirect aid to private
ingtitutions., It must be nrgued within the context ofya2 fairly broad set of
N P A A lijssumntlwn:, a8 owel D oo o 0T taformablon araout the network of

e bl RIS
[AN SR e

ooy abmeed crirard iy ol tne eemmanie thealoh oo Dastilubtions, and
GrATuniv.l LBy oare in bronboio,
(a) Block grants Lo institutions.

(b) Contracts or statutory grants to instiitutions to subsidize

ecxrollmenti on « per capita basis.

(¢) Contracts of statutory grants to institutions based upon

deprees awarded.

N
v

(@) Cost of student overrides based upon number of scholarshibs
or other state aid awarded, o; upon a proportion of the difference betﬁeen cost-
per-student at state institutioné and tuition charges at the independent insti-
tution.

(e) Provision of services on a statewide level, to institutions

upon request. Such services might include advisory, such as management consulting,
organizational development, curriculum development, or direct services such as

.computeri.ed data processing. .

This last form of &id might reflect emphasis upon institutional efficiency,

while the previous four emphasize effectiveness.

O
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L. Policy which--ir spect;ve of assumptions regarding ?iscgl health
of private colleges and ﬁniyeiéVties—-seeks to maximize their lo;ation or their
special facilities for specific purposes.

(a) Contracts or diredt grants'to establish sbecial programs based
uponvtotal program costs or per capifa costs. This approach wouid be indirect
aid to idstitutions insofar as it led to\ greater utilization of'underutilized'
facilities, or included supplement for adm}nistrativé costs or overhead.

. Policy which‘woﬁld seek to have independent institutions ébsorb
some of‘the total of projécted increases in state higher educati;n enrollment, at
a lower per student cost to the state.

(a) Contrécts or grants for enroilment increments én a per capita
basis, yith-the unit subsidy basea on a proportion of>per étudent costs at
publié'institufions.

6. Policy aimed at eliminating duplication of effort améng private in-
stftutions; or betwéen public and private; or at promoting sharing of,ﬁigh cost
facilities or pfograms. ‘ "

(a) Contracts or grants for establishment of %nterinstitutional

cooperative programs. \\
7. Policy to encourage development oé\bertain kinds of high-cost train-
ing or research: programs. |
(a) Contracts or grants to underwrite such progfgms perhaps on an
institutional proposal basis.

() Targeted scholarships with fairly high cost»per-student over-

rides to institutions.
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8. Policies wi..ch seek to indirectly aid institutions without direct

rxpenditure of tax revenues.

(1) Tax exemptions, tax credits, and -tax rebates.

These do not exhaust the possible means of aiding independent institutions.
' - .

Further, many represent policy options which are interrelated with other questions,

ns has bren discussed in connection with the question of increasing tuition in

&
public institutions. %&

The essential question, that of action vs. inaction, must be based, in a
given state, upﬁn policy assumptions about the public service performed by higher
education, and the facts with respect to the fiscal condition of these institu-
tions (as well, of course, uponithe constitutional or statutory constraints on

public aid to private institutions). This péper‘has tried to discuss some of the

’

aspects of those issues.,
Important support has been given to the concept of state aid by agencies
- such as tne Carnegie Commission. 1Ih its report on financing {1973), it

noted that: L
o We have urged all states to develop state scholarship
programs, and have recommended that federal matching
monies be made .available under the Higher Education Act of
'1972. We have also encouraged states to take action to
graduall‘ narrow the tuition differential between public
and privﬁge institutions, including the grantng of direct
-institutibnal aid to private colleges. At -the present '
time five states rave such direct grant programs in_
effect (Illinois, Maryland, New York, Oregon, and Penn-
sylvania), three others have contractual arrangements with
private institutions for supporting study in particular
fields. .. . J In view of the external benefits that accrue
to society from both public anq‘private colleges, we have
encouraged states to assume greater responsibility for
assuring the fiscal health of the private sector. On
the other hand, we have cautioned against state assist-
ance that would be greater than one-fifth of the cost of
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education in a comparable public institution, partly

to assure the continued independence of the private

institutions, and partly to ensure.that total subsi- .

dies per student (from both public and philaanthropic ‘

sources) in private colleges do not exceed those made

available for students selecting to attend a state

college or university (pp. 183-185).

The determination of the extent to which a private institution is meet-
ing "public” needs as opposed to exclusively private ones is not an easy matter.
Ernest Boyer, Chancellor of the State University of New York, emphasized this
issue in an'address last March. "I do believe in direct public aid to private
institutions, provided those colleges help the state K meet clearly defined, ex-
plicitly stated public needs and provided they operate such programs on the
basis of standards equally comparable to those imposed upon the publié insti-
tutions. This is the price that private institutions should be willing to pay
for public supporﬁ.” Boyer's.price, "affiliation with a public institution.

which legally is charged with the responsibility of public education,” may
be extreme. That the institutions clearly be serving a public purpose, and
meet objective standards, seem incontrovertible. A measure of accountability
accompanying such aid is a requisite. It may or may not be a loss of autonomy to

meet standards, submit to some kinds of audit, and provide standardized data.

It would seem, hovever, to be a minimal price for the kinds of support discussed.

\
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